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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Plaintiff-Respondent,
v.
BRANDON LEWIS BILES,
Defendant-Appellant.

NO. 43498
Kootenai County Case No.
CR-2014-14284

RESPONDENT'S BRIEF

Issue
Has Biles failed to establish that the district court abused its discretion by
relinquishing jurisdiction?

Biles Has Failed To Establish That The District Court Abused Its Sentencing Discretion
Biles pled guilty to felony DUI (two prior DUI convictions within 10 years) and the
district court imposed a unified sentence of eight years, with three years fixed, and
retained jurisdiction.

(R., pp.60-65, 103-08.)

Following the period of retained

jurisdiction, the district court relinquished jurisdiction. (R., pp.116-20.) Biles filed a

1

notice of appeal timely from the district court’s order relinquishing jurisdiction.

(R.,

pp.124-27.)
Biles asserts that the district court abused its discretion by relinquishing
jurisdiction in light of “his extreme alcohol addiction and the progress he made on his
rider.” (Appellant’s brief, pp.3-4.) Biles has failed to establish an abuse of discretion.
“Probation is a matter left to the sound discretion of the court.” I.C. § 19-2601(4).
The decision to relinquish jurisdiction is a matter within the sound discretion of the trial
court and will not be overturned on appeal absent an abuse of that discretion. See
State v. Hood, 102 Idaho 711, 712, 639 P.2d 9, 10 (1981); State v. Lee, 117 Idaho 203,
205-06, 786 P.2d 594, 596-97 (Ct. App. 1990).

A court’s decision to relinquish

jurisdiction will not be deemed an abuse of discretion if the trial court has sufficient
information to determine that a suspended sentence and probation would be
inappropriate under I.C. § 19-2521. State v. Chapel, 107 Idaho 193, 194, 687 P.2d 583,
584 (Ct. App. 1984).
Biles has not shown that he was an appropriate candidate for probation. While
on his rider, he incurred multiple disciplinary sanctions, for conduct including
disobedience to orders, aggression and “spinning out,” aggression toward staff,
excessive phone calls, “spinning out” and verbal aggression, and possessing
contraband. (PSI, p.33. 1) He was described as continuing to “utilize criminal tactics,
particularly manipulation and intimidation, throughout his program.” (PSI, p.34.) He
“asked to be relinquished on several occasions,” failed to complete any of his assigned
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PSI page numbers correspond with the page numbers of the electronic file
“BRANDON BILES SEALED 43498.pdf.”
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classes, and eventually “left the facility after refusing to program.” (PSI, pp.32, 34, 41.)
Program staff recommended relinquishment, advising:
Mr. Biles has not demonstrated behavior that would indicate that he
would be able to successfully follow the requirements of probation. He
continues to struggle with implementing the prosocial skills taught during
CSC, RPG, and other life-skills trainings he has been part of for the past
seven months. Although Mr. Biles has consistently produced quality work
in groups and on Learning Experiences, he has not demonstrated
significant change in his criminal core beliefs or in his behavior. He has
not come to an understanding that he cannot pick and choose which
things he wants to change, and he must come to see the criminal code he
adheres to as unhealthy. Despite multiple staff interventions, he appears
to have maintained the criminal code he had upon arrival at NICI. Due to
this, coupled with his aggression, the nature of addiction, and his refusal
to follow staff directives, Mr. Biles remains at high risk for reoffending
within the community.
(PSI, pp.31, 39.)
At the jurisdictional review hearing, the district court stated, “[I]f you can’t follow
the orders and do the things that are required when you’re incarcerated, I have serious
questions about whether you’d be able to follow the directives of the probation officer
when you’re out. So putting you on probation is out of the question.” (Tr., p.39, Ls.611.)

The district court considered all of the relevant information and reasonably

determined that Biles was not an appropriate candidate for community supervision,
particularly in light of his refusal to abide by institutional rules, failure to make adequate
rehabilitative progress in the rider program, and the high risk he presents to reoffend.
Given any reasonable view of the facts, Biles has failed to establish that the district
court abused its discretion by relinquishing jurisdiction.
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Conclusion
The state respectfully requests this Court to affirm the district court’s order
relinquishing jurisdiction.
DATED this 5th day of January, 2016.

_/s/_____________________________
LORI A. FLEMING
Deputy Attorney General

VICTORIA RUTLEDGE
Paralegal
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that I have this 5th day of January, 2016, served a true and
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ANDREA W. REYNOLDS
DEPUTY STATE APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER
at the following email address: briefs@sapd.state.id.us.

__/s/____________________________
LORI A. FLEMING
Deputy Attorney General
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